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The Potentia1 Enrichment of Social/Persona1ity Psychology
Through Feminist Research and Vice Versa . .
e Bernice Lott!
Universitytof Rhode Island :
. When I first began this paper my intent was to sketch how social and

. personality psychology has'been E’allenged by the new ioman's movement' » o
P .

‘soecu1ated\that those among us who are committed to the Lewinian.proposition

challenged to critically examine {ts hidden assumptions about womeq\and men,
i.e. its beliefs about gender; cha11enged to raise new questionsg and to

formulate and test hypotheses derived from a new theoretical orferitation. 1 .

that pehavior is.a function of the interaction between Person and Environment‘
¥ .- LI
could not fail to-be attracted to feminist research, since it was precise]y

such an interaction which wou1d explain gender and the vast number of its

" torrelates. I had certainly been moved to re-examfne oid concepts, andeas

A o

_-caught up in the rich literature, the, energy and- insights of feminist -

scho1arship This, then, was a good time to step back and do some assessment

n my own ffeld The'results of that very limited first look, since I-have

just begun and caﬂ see the forests yet to be explored, led me to a somewhat .

different place from that which I had-hoped to reach. My two‘gonerai

conclusions are reflected in the.Paperﬁs title:( i. Thus.faf, feminist\_; . l,‘

influenceson mainstheam social)persona]ity'psychologf'seems to be modest whiie -

our potential remains enormous; and 2. there are some fundamental {ssues in

feminist theory forwhich psychological research and anaiysis are essentiaf.
Supportin%,the first conclusion are'Fhe'?esults of a simple frequency

of '

count of selected titles in the Journal of Personality and Social Psycho oqy.

AJthough some may question _how representative this journal is.of research in .

+

Cy . \ { . )




our field, few will do'ub’t its prlesti.ge and i\ts reflection of- issues supported

by ouf academic leadership and funding agencies. It has been said by some fn

social *science (e §., Westkoff, 1979) that "women 7r'lave become the latest ‘ ‘ ‘,:.\
. academic fad...["or] marketable conmodities. It hras been suggested that li.ke

iy -~

the case for blacks n an earlier period, social scientists are CUrrently ('/)
.expl oiting wOmen as (a proli,fi source of data and amassing facts withoct a

°'cgmp1‘ementam con rn with improving the social conditions of women's fiives, _ '
. But ‘this fbcus on women' as objects of knowledge does$ not seem tq be an
e accurate characterizati}n of the pres\ent status of social/personality
: psychology. I cbecke-d all the titles in five complete volumes of JgP3P, . '
beginning_in 1962 anfl then, by 5 year leaps, in 1957 1972, 1977, .nd 1982,
looking for subjects relevant, to women s lives, I read.some abstracts where
- . %titl es, were ambigueus but rel_jed priparily on the titles themselves.

‘ 0mit~ting editorials and monographs, the pergent of suchfpapers relevant to
women in JPEP s as follows.; 1962, 23 (3 out of 135); 1967, 6% (12 out of
205)., l972 4% (9 out. of 210}; 1977, l'l% (10 out of. 92), and 1982, 14% (32 out
of }24) ,He can be pleased by the steady increase in-20 years from 2 to 142,
or we can be dismayed by the current paucity of research relévant to women.
Contributing most heavily in 1982 to this research (23 of the 32 articles) ¢

N were gender comparisons of various behaviol"s and’gtudies of masculine,
i’eminine, snd’ androgynous personality types. Again, dependi ng ori your
perspective, this can be a source of gratl‘fication or pain 3

"-., 3 % fn earlier review by Denmark (cf. Grady, 1981) of JPSP and six other

journals yielded similar findings to mine' in l965 5% and in 1975, 1% of the

- publisbed papers wére judged relevant to the psychology of women." One might- %

keep in mind, in evaluating these figures “that the ﬂssociation for Women in

Psychology (AHP) was established 14 years ago in 1969, and APA S own- “Division -
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35%in 1973. In addition, about 450 collfges. offer’ women s studies programs‘

" and about 20 ,000 1uomen‘u; studies courses are taught at- schools around the .

country while 40 schools now havé women's studies research centers (Azzi‘_

/

l’983'l * Prominent within these programs and courses”are tppics in phe

psychology of women. More specifically, Russo (1982) has reported frol® a
national survey of . graduate department!s of psychology, that ‘670 Facun) J»

members in 219 programs idefitified themselves as having an interest in \ ’._‘_____

research or in clinical activities relevant to the psychology of women. There

T s also a formal effort underway in a number of colleges to mainstream theﬂ
results of, feminist research i.e. to incor'borate into already existimg -

co‘urses and programé material on women, new insights and feminist challenges
) . ;2- + i -t . '.

-y - H . ']; }

It seems clear nevertheless that social/personality psychologists L -

# concérned with such issues caf(ot rely dn our standard journals. Unq__r {l982)
of the Tow visibility of womerr as a research

‘ to”traﬁitional scholarship.

reCently addressed this problem

area in our field an& asked, “1Is work 1 the Psychglogy of Women ignored or’ - .
* . - .
undercited. because it is dore by women, because tis about women,‘ or b_ecause

- | -
it stems from'a new and, revisionist theoretica‘l»perspective?" She suggests ', -
~ the latter, and I would concur: | S o ¢ ’ #j \ .
L . - .
P, Feminist Research , : )
. N
Hhat Js fEminist scholarship? Definitions have been proposed 'in most of

the disciplines in which such work fs being done. In ‘our field, Division 35's ’

S Task Force on Issues in Research in the Psychology of Women, (1977) listed as ,“' "‘_' .

. H
6 g .

oblectives of feminist research:; the clarification of "psychological,
bioldg‘lcal,‘ and soc’lal-cultural determinants of behavior"; -along 'wi_th "the

integration of this information about women {and men) into current - .
. h .

psychological knowledge and theories”; and the promotion "of a benevolent * T :)

N




.society in. which individual self-actual ization is possible.” What Rhoda Unger

'establishment and are thus both insiders and outsiders (e.g Keller, l982°'

. fashion from one to the other, in answering the question. how can feminist ':

-4- _’w . ) ’
i ” ‘e

-

.(l9821 has called the‘“socially activis;_component of the psychology of women"
is. a distinguishing feature The ‘methods of feminist research ‘in psychology,
' according to the Task Force-{l977) are “cooperative participative oy

interdisciplinary, [andﬂ non-hierarchical [beginning] with personal

experience-and recognizing that “truth is 'not separate from_the person who o
' speaks® it." .A more recent Division 35 Task Force (1981) suggests that a
vital function perfonned by-feminist research is to present the alternative
perspective of the outsider A number of feminist writers from a variety of

disciplines have noted that feministsi!an provide particularly insightful R

‘.criticism of their own fields because as’ women scientists, scholars, and | ‘ .

' academicians we both “belong and "do not belong to the primagily male , .

s

'Hestkott 1978).

o

The' feminist enrichment or potential enrichment of scholarship in any

field takes twojgenekal and interrelated forms: 1) sel%-conscious and ‘ .
critical analyses of the discipline to uncover i&s androcentric bias in’S’/h

content and method, thus revealing the "invisibility or distortion of ubmen as "
objects of knowledge (Hestkptt 1979); and 2) the indirect influence which

arises from the asking of new questions .and the presentation of new '

{
hypotheses and theoretical formulations which follow from a focus 6n women's .

L

experiences and the_conditions,of women's TiEes: From both these sources Can,,

be abstracted specific influences.on the content, the methods, and the
, / ’ 1
theoriesf?n\social/personalitf psxchology. It is difficult to keep these

—categories separate since they ate interdependent and each has an obvious 7r

subtle effect on the other, but I will try to move in.a more or Jess orderly

SIS . c—
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research enrich our discipltnd? " _ . T

- " Enrichment.of Social/Personality Psychology

1. - There’ is ample evidence fhat gender is often a significant variable, ,

botH as a char::feristic of participants $na sjtuation, apd as”a stimulus to
. which persons rgspond {Commitftee.. Sociology, l980' Grady, 198l Hallston,

l98l) Because the socialization of giris and boys, vpmen and men, i§

demonstrably di fferent, it is predictable that they will respond differently,

.

for example, to achievement situations {Horner, l972) to moral dilemas

o (Gilligan, 1977, l982b), to. confonnit,v préssures ‘?{Eagly, 1978}, etc.
Gilligan s work fis- partfcularly persuasiye in pointing out that it is not the

s
case that women do not attain~the l‘highest" stages of mqrality, .as Kohlberg

concluded, but‘rather that his stages mirrdf’the socializatiod of boys or men

in our culture more than the, experjences of women Billigan ?ound evidence
L]

that many women tend to consider moral questions in the context of issues of
responsibility and concern for others ﬂg% isolated from interpersonal
consequences, ' .} . T v T S
12. We must_us‘e women _a_ng_«me'n in our sea:':t_:h for general principles and |
" note both differences and~similarities "He'cannot derive canolusions ag§ut .
behayior by using male samples as. represeﬂtativp of the numan population
(Division-35 l98l) - If e are studying aggression or interpersonal
attrdction, or empathy, or prosocial behavior, etc we.must observe women as

well as men in simifar sﬁtuations and utiTize the same dependent me sures

Frodi, et a1/71977) have noted that most studies,of aggression have’ uti
)

male partioipants, and that when women are used they are more likely to b

asked to respond to paper and penciT measures than to the behayioral heasure

used with men. Similarly, ‘but conversely, MdKenna and Kessler (l977) found

that interpersonal attraction studiqi/tended to make use of female A
: ,ﬁ . T
L vt " B { ‘
T ./. o t A . }
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partfcipants, and that in both 1nterpersona1 attraction and aggression )
research_\ when femaIes. rather than ma1es are subaeets... the 1ndependent

variab'!e is. 1é§s 11Re! to involve the active treatment or arousal "of the
)

subject and dependent, variable measurement 15 Tess 11ke1y to involve the -\

active behavior of the, subject This ernomenon 111ustrates we11 the

connectnon between the 1mp11c1t assumptions of researchers and both the

content and methodo]o’ﬁy of our work.

93;K I 15 not « rrect to assume that good functioning or mental health ‘for
women (or’ men) 1s necessarily related to ful filling the "dictates o'f the
gender. stereotype (qahn ‘& Jean, 1983) There is, in fact, strong evidence to
the contrary’, for women. Independent assessments must be made of satisfaction

“with self, e*tective functioning, and their corrglates.

\ 6; There\a;e vast'areas about which wé have remained in relativé
_1gnorance becaqsé they pertain extlusively or almost exclusively to.women's
lives {Division 35, 198]51 e.g., housework; sex discriminatfon in emponment;

. sexual harassment and assau1t° menstruation; contraception, praonancy, and

chﬂdbirth* motherhood,, and 50 oa. )‘hese are areas, issues, or conditions to

@ 4

yhich women in our culture must 1ea\‘n }esponses, overt and attitudinaI ‘ They , ‘

are anchored to our ‘culture's definition of women, and to our physio1oggg as
medidted by society. rSiir|1_1ar1_\f, _there are women in special popu1ations, such

as, those in prisons, victims of violence, sinp,1e parents, widows, pink-coﬂa/r

-workers, minoth women, professiona1s, community activists, poor women, etc.

who have been 1nsuff1c1ent1 y studfqd.

Ll

Wide new f1e1ds of 1nqu1ry present themseres when we ceasefthinking about

women primarily-in térms of relationships to others (men) anW when we cease

thinking about women in terms of stereotyped roles and attributes, One .

“ extreme1y jmportant con‘sequence is that the probability of o'btaining more

¢ I

. . -
A1 . - . v
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accuifte descriptions of women's behavior in meaningful situatlons is thus
increased fKahh & Jean, 1983; Westkott, 1979).

) v Feminists are not surprised to find that the topics on which a discipline
jends to focus reflect the background. and interests of those_who do the work

in that discibline. In the natural as well as the social sciences, science is

t

done hy persons, and wimen as well as non-white and working-class Persons have

* been largely outside of this process (Hubbard, cf. Fiske, 1981}, It is cause
for concern,, but not surprising, that research problems in matnstream science
re?lect sexist assumptions and expectations. Thus, for example, Sherif (cf.
Unger, l982) has pointed out that when early studies of the menstrual cycle
failed to show any reliable impainnent of behavior, the mostly male
researchers turned to studies of self-reported mood., Now, feminist ’
researchers are once again looking at performance and finding no consistent
menstrual-related effects. ‘ \ R S
‘Related to.all of this, of course, {s the question of puhlication.” What
.15 deemed \vor’thy of public report is very l[ikely to complement the bias'of the

reviewers (Grady, l98l)

-
f 7 . 7 :' ' \-
5./ When w& study phe work place, we must not Uti]izﬁxqalzgfflz’ . o

participants; and when: ve s nts and children we must not fotus our
attention only .on mothers (committee ..Sociology, 1980). Ne must not assume
that employed ‘men but unemployed women are representative-of their respective
groups {Division 35, 1981). Baruch, Barnett and Rivers 11983). for example,
have found that paid employment is a significant predictor of feelings of
self-esteem and competence among women,/a finding which should not be
surprising in view of the fact that half the adult women in our couptry are .
salary or-umge-earners. Parled (1981} has noted that choice of apprOpriate

control groyps reveals the investigator's assumptions and “implicit

L]
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tbeoretical frameuork“'as much as the choice of broblem to study, hypothesis‘

L)
b

t’rtest procedures, participants, and measures.

* 6. We can no longer study the behavior of women' without ackn0wledging -and

making explicit the differential in status and power between the, sexés. Ihus,

for Chesler to have suggested as'she did in 1972 (cf: Alpert, 1978) that “mep,
including male therapists drive women crazy, in order that men may maintain
their favorable position®, is an hypothesis which must be taken seriously.
Similarities in the behavior of Oppressed persons, such as American blacks and
women, are new subjects of inquiry as 1s the behavior (verbal and non-verbal)
of high status persons such as white men directed toward the less powerful

(e ., Henley, J977).

7. When we stUéy women we must go to new sources of information = to :
qurnals, letters, and other historical and contémporary records of women $
1{Ves §ince’ attitudes, beliefs, and perceptions may be better reflected in
such records than in observed social behauior which is subject to more rigid )
sanctions {Westkott, 1979}. Thus, issues’of content become issues of method.

More methods must be explored and accepted (Wittig, 1982) since "the .

' narrowness of our methods may also shape "the way we ask questions” (Hallston,

1981) .and the Very nature og,those questions. For ekample, while aggntic
ﬁ%thods tend to separate observer from the observed, communal methods

"".r . o N * ’ ' ) ] . ;
recognize their interrelatedness and highlight the connection. Both modes of

inquiry should yield information of valuye. .
| Ethological/observational modes seem better suited than laboratory

techniques for the study of reactions to life-long oppression. Thus, Muriel

- Rukeyser has written in her poem "Kathe Kollwitz" (c¢f. Adams, 1982):

L What would happen - — .
if one woman told the truth about her life
- The world would split open.

* . . .
. i »
D i -
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Feminist scholarshijp seeks this tryth and_anticibates the consequences

Foretold by the poet. o .
8. Amone the most wide-rang{pg and s?gnificant.lessons‘to be learne&Q}rOm' |
feminist‘ re.search- i that which is the ﬁrggg‘n_orl of social psych‘ology, D
namely that behavior is a function of both the-person and the centext, and *
- that the same person may behave differently in different situations.- To - )
) understand gender. muitiple conteﬁts must be employed- (Division 35, 19811
- For example, by examining aégressioq, 1nflqenctb1]1ty, and self-confidence of

women in different situations, Frodi,'etpal (1977), tagly (1978), and Lenny

1
\

(1977}, respectively, . have successfully refuted the stereotypic, widely-held
t assumptions afid conclusions that women are léss aggressive than men, more -
;” " 'influencible, and Vess self-conffdent. Only in some situations, but not tn |
: * others, we.315¢over as we ask questions which haie not been asked,before._ As

Kay Oeaux has reported (cf. 0ivision 35, 1981}, “Research has demonstrated.

that gender by situation 1nteract10ns are more the rule than the ezception,

being found more frequently than main effects for gender.“ gelated to this 1s

a recognition that ordinarily inour society women and men “are
_ differentially distrtbuted acrosiusituations (Diviajon, 35. 1981}, a fact Ef

enormous significance. .

’ RJﬁe‘io.;‘]nition of stthatienal influences en behavior yéessitates that we pay "
attention to the.demand characteristiés of the conhitions present in ‘
laboratory or field studies.. Are cues provided fpr differential reSponses ¢
according to gender, i.e. -for participants to ¢onform to iex-typed
expectations, as for example when under public\5crutiny {Unger, 1981)7 It had )
been suggested that exploratery and qualitative methodo]ogies may minimize
researcher-imposed defipitions of a situation (Dﬁwisionl35, 1981).

2 « 9., In repdrting gender differences on any measure, we should note, along

t
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“with its statistical significance, the magnitude of the effect, since son

reliable differences are found to be relatively trivial., In addition, we

should report within-gender variability so as to “accurately reflect the
degree of overl ap between the sexes and avoid translating small average
differences into dichotomies“ L(Division 35, 1981): .. '}j ‘ B
10. .Finall;: feminist researchers have joined with other voices‘witi
philosophy dnd science (cf. Manicas & Secord, 1983) to challenge some of
traditional tenets of.:objectivity“ in science. Fhere appear to bg two
thrusts to the feminist challenge. Theagirst is tne recognition that val
are an integral part of science, that the%_dpfluence all phases of the
process, and that they should be acknowledged and mage explicit in the st
way as we recognize that scientific truths are not independent of time ar

plaée. ThiS'posjtion is shared by other social psychologists (e.g., €

& Morawski, l980 ; .Safhson lQ?B)._,The second challenge to traditional
scientific thinking goes further and argues more explicitly that the lang

-. objectives, 'and mathods of individual oisciplines, and of science itself,

particularly as defined by the experimental method, ha__ e been shaped by

masculine“ concerns. interests and personality. ' >

- It is argued relative to the first point “that the investigator and

'object of the resedrch, as.well as thoso who serwe as subjects/participar

a,& ’
are interrelated, separable for analytical purposes but tfed together by

expectations assumptionsd@nd hidden or overt values. Facts are always
"construed® by an acti:ggahqgstigator/interpreter (Morawski 1982), and
(ortbiases) gte present throjghout the research process (ﬁallston \igai
Hittig, l982). T?aditional research in social/personality psychology wii
thus almost certainly reflect the sexist values of our ﬁatriarchicp*?cul‘
GﬁﬁﬁJ (lgél) has suggested that “some of'these‘biases can be correcteq'.

- . ' » L]
+
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through an even-handed application of the.principles of scientific method, and -

-t others. require a raised consciousness, an awareness of the sexi st society in,
. ' -é .
* which we 1ive." ! . . . :

L]

The second challenge is regarded by the biolog'i st/matherhatician Keller

LI

(1982, one of its foremost prpp?nents,' as 'the “radical critique®. Because it,
.ﬁ * ) ' . * L]

“is primarily men who have beensdoing science in western society: not only have

women been .kept out (:through lack of encouragement training, or . :'

discrimination); not only has the choice and definition of researgh problems

B
[

_ been affected nog only have men been taken t%be representative of the .

P * species; but “masculinity has intru’éd upon and* distorted the goals and
rationality of the entire scientific enterprise". Science, it is said, has
stressed separation, compartmentalization, and" the search for prime Causes jn .
contrast to an equal’.y plausible focus on interacti:an, sjnterc!ependence, and

.« Process; in this way science has refﬁacted mascul ir‘lty Ac;;ording to the
biologistx Hubbard (cf Fiske, 1981) the apﬁroach of men, gnd science, is “to -

- reduce things Yo their component parts, not to, ‘envision them as a function.ing

! - .. + o

. - PR . . } - . 1.‘
The vocabulary of science manifests a preoccupation with power, ,domi nance

whole." A ‘

» . =5
1 ’ v

" and an adversarial stance yisra v,is nature " (Kahn & Jahn, 1983; Keller, .1983’) .‘ -

Thus, science “"attacks" problems w:lth tﬁé aim of "masteri ng" or controll.ﬂig"' ”
“ variables are “dependent" or “independent"* and\experimenters "manipu‘léte the i
4
Jatter, KeJ.]er (l982) is :;ognizant of the fact that the *traditional N

. scientific mode has also begn criticized by male sciEntists and philos!qdhers, ‘
<L .‘ but’ ins)sts that this crii:iciém must also follou From a vigorous fertnist ,
analysis. She urites (l982}, "thé emphasisﬁon power and control $o prevalent I
in the rhetoric of-,l!esteﬁi scienceA[is al projection of a specifica]ly ma’fe .

consciousness." llhat is required she su99ests, is not abandomnent aof,
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objectivity, rationality, and empiricism but the addition of concern with

o

complex interactions, and With the dynamics of}process, as wei] as a "er{tical
self-re?lection on the part of scientists. r's

Hhi1e objecting toifhe search for "top-down® theories, and expflnations in’
terms of goyerning cfuses Keller unfortunatdly embraces such an explanatio_n.L

in attempting to.accbunt for the connection between mascu}inity and power

. motivation. She utilifes;psychoanalytic theony in its modern guise as object.

relations theory" (acknowledging the influence of Chodorow, 1978 and

Dinnerstein, 1977) to trace 1inks gmong mascuTinity, a concern with.

objectivity/autonomy, agd.the focus of science on power”and domination.

Keller (1982) :argues that from the male infant s earliest experiences with-his
primary care-giver, the mother, are formed his conceptions of the world an&
his “characteri$tic orientation to it" andsthat the major attribute of this

) experience is separation. For females, on the other hand, the earl§y
expefrience 1s of connectedness and identification with the mother. In my.
view, such an e;pianation'df male concern with pdower and dominance rests on

L : ¢
" untested and naive assumptf‘nsT‘first—-that—sdch—eaq&yhexperience—ifrir

prototypical Freudian nuclear family is universal or wﬁdespread and, second,
i. + W
that it has predictable consequences for the formation of stable, personality

traits such as motivation for powar. Such an explanation ignores all the

further years of our continuing ‘exposure to sociailconditiohs and the

positive and negative sanctions for adult behavior. It is here thag,tﬁe vice
' versa portion of the title of this paper becomes relevant. Social/personality 3
psvchology has\the potential to enrich feminist theory and to contribute to ‘\\
the vital{debate.on the ‘nature of gender differences and similarities, a ‘
debate which is central to the feminist perspective. iy . ‘
o Contribution to Feminist, Theory " |

" >We returh inevitably to questions of nature and nurture and as Unger

' .
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{(1981) has put, it, “The issue of what sex clifferences actually exist and how ‘
\_ they are produced is;ruc'la(for the psychology of women" It s also crucial
for feminist theory applied ‘to analyses of literature, history, art, and so on.
In the nineteenth century, the so-called Victorian ‘era, women and men
accupied largely separate $pheres (at least within middle-class western
socfety) because it was believed that "there were such profound distinctions .
between what biological.and psychological evol.ution- had mandated for masciline

and feminine thought andgaction that women could never enter the public iphere
) 5

'without contravening Taws of nature and thus endangéring their own health“
(Cravens, 1983). This %iew was vigorously’ c}alle.nged b} early' zoth'cehtury .
schoTars, particularly women in psychology and sociology/anthmpolog} such as
HeletThompson Woolley, Jessie Taft1 Elsie Cleus ‘Parson, ‘Mary Ro‘éerts Sm:l\th )
‘Coolidge, Celia Diel Mosher, and Margaret Mead There were also challenges '
" from some influentia) men. Deuey, Mead, W.I. Thomas and Franz Bo:s Hhat
followed was a yirtual disappearance of the subject of sex di Fferences’ from .
the social science literature., be‘ginnéng in he l920$ %n simply
—disappeaned_ata_w concernt and Man became ‘the spec.ies representative
and the fi'tting object for study about personality and cul ture (~Cravens,
_ “1983). Mot until‘the 70"s %as therg a rediscovery of wdmen in mainstream
psychology but as mig‘ht have T:een predicted the focus- was on the differences
-EPom men, not the similarities That studies demonstrating differences are

_more ikely to be published is, of course, a Vikely factor (Division 3§ 198‘»).

+  The. contemporary feriinist response to the question of gender differénces, -

. ‘ -a resppnse still in its infancy in tenns of its generation of mainstneam

research has taken two ma.jor forms. .The first is an emphasis on the role '

. -
-

played by socia) factors n separating the 1ives and therefore the

expecta'tions, attitudes and behaviors of the sexes Tliis .argument vieus

" ' ' . -
- e - . r .
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+




IR 1-.5; - : -l J O
. _ | socialization as an ongoing, life—Ioﬂg process and looks for explanatjons of ’ .
:_ : gender beyond the tpfluente of early enperience on individual personality .
' Segregation by sex and sexi@nb i. e, a commitment to the inferiority Qf women,

‘ _as expnessed in negative attitudes, steréotyped heliefs, and discriminathy ﬁ' ‘
;". i behavior, is found to be imbedded in an of our social institutions - in the /
' media, famtIY. economy and the political sphere (Lott, 1981a) These

institutions maintain women s low status and Tow power throughout the life

ﬁaa and across divisions of class and ethnicity thus reinforcing gender
-4i fferences, in the same.way as differential status and-power contribute to

- L

" observed differences among racial‘hethnic, and- socio—egonomic class groups.

:Thus, Grady (1981) has urged that “awareness of the diﬁferent social and ‘ )
" aconomic conditions, for men and womerl cannot be 1eft to sociologists 1f )
psychology is to maintain its integrity as.a science” , and Parlee (1981) has‘ir
LA d@!&a that "sex; race, age, class - all are..,variables that point to clusters
dﬁ\life}experiences that are systematically different for different gfoups‘of
e q°'pe0ple. In this view the more 1ikely explanation of fear of success for
_example, observed in some (but not aM) women is less a stable pensonality
-trait in the form of an acquired motive, and more in the objective
) consequenges which success 1s known to have for some women. ?ersons (ﬁbmen'or' .
men, black or white) will not avoid success if the outcomes are primarily ‘
r o positive; nor will the} avoid aggression} comgetition leadership, and so on, .o
-if the situation is apprOpriate and the conséquences non-punitive or ‘
" '“,_-_~ satisfying. )
_ A relgged but essentially divergent position in temms of its emphasis is
_.-rEpresented by the work of Gilligan (1977 1979, 1982a, 1982b) and =~ ‘v
(12?6) This ‘posttion highlights and fOcuses on the positive effécts of
yonon's 14fe experiences, in contrast to men's, and asserts that these
c - :

/ . i
-
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ST experiences and the imposed sepérateness from men have created a wopen's

cul ture with- both historical and contemporary significance. ' We are urged to -

~~ examine this culture carefully, to give recognition to its distinctiveness,
and to study the si-t'uati‘o'ns which'dé’fine women'!'s 1ives, ouw responsibilities

and roles. I-dee and Rosenberg (cf Kahn & Jean, 1983) for example,‘ suggest
that "He must observe women fn their own habitat, the home, the s}eno pool,

. w“the factory, and find out how they behave, how they think and feel.," What we : '
wiiﬂ find- according to this view are expressive, sensitive, comnun?l persons
concerned vith relationships, the needs of others, iaterpersonal

*, .responsibility and harmony Women are different from men in these ways, this
‘. approach goes on tp note, and not only should these- characteristics be val ued,
.resp‘ected, and applaude‘d In women but they should be strived for and learned
by rEen.' Thus, Gilligan (1977, 1979) has traced moral development in girls and
womemand found it not the same as for'boys and men,‘ She has rightly objected. -
} ito the presentation of mal e-based data /as the foundatn fo; general theory,
pointing out that mgn have shaped the constructs through which we are all
supposed &o see 1ife, Examination of the experiences of gifl s and women, "she ’
argues, suggests that different "moral lessons" are learned. For men, Justice ‘
may be eguated with abstract forms; -for women, however," the moral problem {s
* M seen to“arise from conflicting responsibilities rather than ‘from competing
. rightsw (GiNigan, 1979}, _Women’s experiences are rooted in attachment and we
) a;e therefore concerned with expressiveness, cari ng, and with contexts, while
_men who have experfenced separation, are more concerned with instrumentality
" and the balancing of individual ri ghts. ‘rlomen, Gilligan (1979) asserts,* judge
*thenl'selves in terms of their ability to care. The value of'intimacy, that

contemporary men are now discovering in mid-1ife, is something women acquire “
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Infexplaining such Value differences between uomen and meri, Gilligan
relies heavily although not rexclusi vely on Chodom s:analysis of early
mother-child interaction. _ Although Jcogni zant of tﬁe later differences in,
experience between girls and boys Gilligan appears to give Chodorou s ’
position centrality. . ‘Because, m“ltes Chodorou '( l9'_28) "they are parented by a ~»
person of the same gende'r.. .girls come to experience themselves as less
differentiated than boys, as move continuous with and related to the external:
'object-worl d‘1 The end result is differ\ing values, and Gilligan (1979} ‘\
'concludes that "women bring to the lii}e cycle a different point of view
. and...order human experiences in terms of’ different pr‘lor‘lties. The work of
Miller {1976} complements such a conclusion, and both emphasize that from the
woman s point of view, from the concern with harmony, caring, responsibility,
and relationships, emanates strength’not weakness . ’
While such clear expositions of women's strengths are vita) additions to,
. our data and theo®y, one problem with this position is that in focusing on the
_differences between women afd men observed in contemporary society,.-what tends'
- to be de-emphasized is that these differences are only a function of differing
experience, reflecting historical, social class, ethnic, and racial factors.

1

Note Gilligan's words (1979), “Women's deference is rooted not only in their
-
)
. social circumstances,.but also in the substance “of their moral concern.” (oes

this suggest that women's moral concerns.are a fot rooted in their social d
circumstances? If not, then from what other source? _
, The focus on sex differences loses sight of their source in particular '
c/ircurnstances, history, expectations and social sanctions, and in so doing J

over-generalizes from some women, (and some men) to all, a trap leading us back

fnevitably to gender stereotypes. The ,focus on differences ipnores N

significant within-gender variability. “Afn‘t 1 a Womdn?*, asked Soiouﬁg;r |

L
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Can we predict that edch of these womemn is similar in their concern for

. , ' oo _ -"] _:]7_
Truth ;n countering the female ster‘eotype of her day. %es, southern whdlte ‘
' upper class women were supposed to be slender, weak, and too fragile to open '
Scarri age doors fo$ themselves, but not the sl ave women who heaved sacks’ of-

potatoes or cotton and worked the fiel ds along vrl‘th their men, or dtd the '

»

dooking, the laundry and the ch1ld care for the master's family as well 'as -

their own, xThere are similar and additional differences among groups of
contemporary women, ' S T )
Basic principles of s*ial/personality psychology should lead us to expect :
that womert and men "f,l) differ to the extent that the behav-iors they are .able -~
Ao practice and the reinforcements they receive continue to “df fferl THis is
so the case kl’or' within-gender differences, and psychological disparities ’
j:tween th\e highly "and less"well-educated, the poor and the ’affl'uent, black
:an‘d white: urban and rural, etc. ‘To the extent that persons share life
conditions they will behave similarly. Thus we must look for ‘skﬁarities as
well as di'fferences since both.are explafnable by the same principles of
lea ning. We acquire responses t6,~ and in, sftuations. When a society
segregates individuals on the basis of sex-{or race, etc.} and _)(systematically ,

exposes the segregated groups to di fferent conditions, expectations, rewards

ety's resources, the result will be differences in
ts, moth:g’ and overt behaviof. In our society such segregation by
sex 1s complicated b} other status factors. Thus, to know, for example that

. -Phy11is Schlafly, Margaret Thatcher, Shirley ChishoIm and Kate Millett are all

‘wcxnen will permit reliat;le prediction of only some behavior. They have all
_ been daughters and vrlves, pr'obably menstruated regularly, and function in a

society which oppresses and devalues women, but not evenly or hom0ge,neously. .

L]

’

relatidnships, caring, harmony, and responsibilitﬁ My guess is that we could

LY
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_more easily match Thatcher and Millett, for example, to' two different men than

b

-~

f
“to each other on values, interests, beliefs and‘mpral position. What we.need

-

to search out and understand are the antecedents and correlates of behavior.
it is not sex that matters, but those-Jife conditions wh{ch are. systematically

related to it by cultural prescription, ‘regulation, or arrangement. Where .

such experiential/situational correlates are weak or override; byaggperS. sex

ceases to'be a discriminating,ﬁariable. . n .y

™

* We need to understand that, the ¢ lture-prescribed experiential/sltuational .

L

correlates of sex are only partially r§1ated to early childhood socialization

-

and to past personal hi'story. Sex-typing js maintained in a sGciety by _

contemporary cues for adult behavior,'and appropriate rewards‘and?T

-

punishmqgts. Unger (1981} has pointed out that “Sex-related effects often ‘

‘have a 'now you see them, now you don't' ouality , an inconsistency she

attributes to the use of different methodologies But, fundamentally, what
this phenomenon suggests is that sex di fferences appear or do not appear
depending upon ‘the social conditions or context of the behavior This =~
principle, well supporteﬂ’i; empifrical data, is emphasized by feminist 2
research, but is also lthe essence of. the social psychological approach.

15 a previous paper (Lott 1981b) 1 offered a feminist critique of the
androgyny concept. 1 argued that,!hilb androgyny was an advance over thﬁ
earlier idea of masculine and feminine as either-or bipolar opposites, it
continues to link behavior to gender and to l1abel certain attributes as ;’
characteristig of women, and others as characteristic Oﬁ;heﬂ. with 1ittJe
régard for the abundant evidence of within-gender variability (often uncovered
by the same research)?giaecently I have read other similar critiques.

Morawski {1982), ‘for example, suggests that the androgwny mode) renovated
rather than replaced "the assumptions of human nature that initially ;gceived

»
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criticism,"” 'whiIe Haﬂston (1981) now urges discontinuing tthe use of -

mascuiine/femin ‘labeis which "impiy fa1se dichotomies Gem'(1981) has .
. a1so “come to recognize that the andr'ogyny conceoS"is insufficientiy radical
from a f@ninist perspective because it continues to presuppose ‘that
Cmascu'linity and femininity] have an independent and’ paipabie reaiity rather
than being themselves cognitive constructs The same genera'l criticism is
app1icab1e t0 the approach which focuses on opposing feminine .and masr:u'line |
attitudes, values, .perceptions and behaviors. While making women :isibie an’dl
uncovering fhe realities.of the_i.r 1ives while exposing the adrocentric bias
in social’ science, such a focus also.tends to blur our vision of the

7
variations in the behavior of women and reduces our attention to the

antecedents. I agree with Willis (1981) that ¥ the‘1ogic of Feminism.. 1eads
' ‘t0 ending sexua] r'o1e{::livisions and rejecting the idea of oppos\‘lg masc‘uiine
and feminine natures," and that to assert that men have a monopoly on '
aggression.. uhiie women are ponviglent, [and] nurturing" returns us to '
“oppressive cu1tura1 stereotyp‘es,. Such assertions deny the reﬂity of

contrary evi dence, and v;hat we know about situationa1 variation in behavior

In conc1usion, what socia1/persona1ity psycho1ogy can pr'ofitab'ly take from

feminist research and theory is: 1. recognition of the role p1ayed by sexist
assumptions and biases in the develdpment of hypotheses, procedures, and the
exploration of problems;’ 2. expansion of areas of research concern and of
methodologies; and 3. the consi deration of new questions, theoretical
formuTations, and concepts. Hhat.is requimed 1s reconstruction, as recently
. proposed by Wittig (1982); and for the recohstruction to be truly ’ v
'revoiutiojiary, our scholarship mus€ be "di re_ctéci toward change."

And feminist theory can profit from ‘PSYCWOBY becfuse 1t 1s we who are '

) L N L]
best able to probe-the connectiens between what Qeopie do, feel, believe, and

4
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.about those few biological imperatives which now distinguish the human sexes,

// o - S -2, P

~think and. the conditions which make particular be~3viors‘ feelingsg(beliefs* ®

etc, more probableq To understand:§g§ learning or acquisition of behavior is

to ung_rstang how culture constructs gender, Thus, wé can consider seriOUSty’

a question asked 6/hAlpert (1378) wheh women and men share equally in the ]

worlds "of home and work, ‘what will they be like then? He can anti?ipate that
the range of experiences then available to findividuals. will increase, Tnd that

individual differences will flourish while gender differences will cluster
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